Background. Optimal CMV prevention strategies for pediatric solid-organ transplant (SOT) patients have not been clearly defined for early and late post-transplant periods.
Methods. We analyzed CMV prevention strategies in liver, kidney, heart, lung and intestinal SOT patients from 2005 to 2015 in our institution. A hybrid strategy was defined as prophylaxis for ≤6 months post-transplant and then transition to a pre-emptive strategy.
Results. Of 833 patients, 769 were prophylaxis and 62 were hybrid strategies. Compared with prophylaxis, hybrid patients were more likely to have a D−/R− CMV serology status, be ≤1 year old and have a heart transplant (P < 0.001). We found no significant differences in CMV disease frequency, rejection or mortality between hybrid and prophylaxis groups. In total, we found 13 cases of CMV disease, of which 1 was a hybrid and the rest a prophylaxis strategy. The median time to CMV disease was 1.5 years from transplant. We found more allograft rejection (n = 9) in patients with CMV disease compared with patients with CMV infection or no Infection. For the same comparisons, no significant difference was found for age or type of organ transplant. Late rejection was frequent (n = 6/13, 67%) in patients with CMV disease, and the majority were not started on empiric anti-virals with the rejection episode. In contrast, no CMV disease was found in patients who had late rejection and received empiric anti-viral with the rejection episode, even though these patients had increasing CMV DNAemia (P = 0.04).
Conclusion. In the early post-transplant period, a hybrid CMV prevention strategy is effective with similar clinical outcomes compared with a prophylaxis strategy, even in younger CMV naïve patients and relatively more immune suppressed heart transplant patients. A hybrid strategy may provide effective long-term control of intermittent CMV replication as suggested by the low frequency of CMV disease in this group compared with prophylaxis. In the late post-transplant period, administering episodic empiric anti-virals with a rejection diagnosis may be necessary to prevent CMV disease associated with late rejection episodes.
Disclosures. All authors: No reported disclosures. Background. Levofloxacin given at a standard dose of 500 mg daily is recommended for antibacterial prophylaxis in patients receiving myelosuppressive chemotherapy. Obese patients have been shown to exhibit enhanced clearance of levofloxacin and may be at risk for prophylactic failure.
Infectious Outcomes of Levofloxacin Prophylaxis in Obese vs. Non-obese Patients with Hematologic Malignancies
Methods. This was a single-center, retrospective cohort study evaluating the infectious outcomes of obese (BMI >30 kg/m 2 ) and non-obese (BMI ≤ 30 kg/m 2 ) adult patients who received standard dose levofloxacin as primary prophylaxis after chemotherapy. Patients were included if they were treated at our institution from June 1, 2014 through May 31, 2017 and had National Comprehensive Cancer Network (NCCN) defined intermediate infection risk. Patients were excluded if they were lost to follow-up, treated at another institution for febrile neutropenia (FN), or had renal impairment (estimated creatinine clearance (CrCL) less than 50 mL/minute). The primary endpoint was incidence of FN as defined by NCCN guidelines. Secondary endpoints included 30-day mortality and the correlation between estimated levofloxacin AUC and rates of FN. Levofloxacin AUC was estimated from CrCL using the method of Pai et al.
Results. A total of 98 patients met the inclusion criteria (34 obese and 64 nonobese). Estimated CrCL was similar between obese and non-obese patients (mean 84.5 vs. 81.6 mL/minute, P = 0.61), as was estimated levofloxacin AUC ( Conclusion. There were no significant associations between body weight-related variables and FN in this cohort of patients with similar renal function. Obesity should not be a justification for more aggressive levofloxacin dosing schemes when used for FN prophylaxis.
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